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Abstract 
In traditional classes, teachers teach grammar in a deductive way with meaningless activities. The 
activities do not emphasize the uses of English in real life and lack of communication among teachers 
and students. Language awareness might give the students a challenge to pose questions and encourage 
them to explore themselves on how language works. The teachers might be able to encourage the 
students to participate to lead them to get communicative skills by using negotiation of meaning. This 
article is intended to explore and analyze the students’ mistakes when negotiating meaning in the 
language learning process. The qualitative descriptive research was employed in this study with 33 
students in senior high school as the subjects of the research. The data were from the students’ 
interviews and recordings. The finding revealed that the students produced mistakes in grammar, 
pronunciation, and vocabulary. It showed that the extent of the students’ awareness in responding to a 
mistake in the negotiation of meaning was low. It was only 16 incorrect utterances that might be 
corrected by the students. It was divided into two sides, willingness and unwillingness to correct. 
Factors were affecting the students not to be aware during interaction such as focusing on meaning, the 
same proficiency level, and condition of the class. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Language awareness refers to the action of sensitivity and conscious awareness of the nature of language 
and its role in human life. In a language learning process, students’ language awareness plays an important role to 
help the students to construct their grammar mastery from their exploration and trial tasks. Language awareness 
might challenge students to pose questions and explore how language works. Thus, they enable to notice and learn 
how a grammar feature works. Language awareness appears due to the existence of an interaction between teacher 
and students or vice versa. Here, interaction gets an important role for creating successful interactive systems (Sari, 
2018) to achieve communicative process by exchanging the thought and feelings (Brown, 2000) and sharing the 
information and knowledge in a language classroom (Rido & Sari, 2018).  
During the interaction, the students are expected to achieve comprehensible input to improve their English 
skills. On the contrary, when the interaction process is running, the utterances express by one party of speakers 
often cannot be understood by the listener so a misunderstanding of information conveyed may consequently 
occur. To avoid repetitive situations, language instructors or teachers might encourage the students to use one of 
the communication strategies namely negotiation of meaning. By using the negotiation of meaning, it allows 
students to make communication more effective. Unfortunately, there is no guarantee that interaction between 
native and non-native speakers by using negotiation of meaning can be comprehensible. During the interaction, 
students focus more on meaning. In other words, they do not pay attention or aware of the accuracy at the language 
components, such as structure and vocabulary. 
In the classroom, most students may use particular learning strategies and learning styles to reach language 
learning objectives (Ayu, 2018; Mandasari & Oktaviani, 2018; Lestari & Wahyudin, 2020; Wahyudin & Rido, 
2020) to support language learning process (Putri & Sari, 2020). On the other hand, according to Ayu (2018), 
teachers’ goal in the classroom is to deal with students by controlling the activities and provide their students a 
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widest opportunity to improve their skills and potentialities at the optimum level. As a fact that teacher’s style in 
teaching grammar mostly uses the traditional method such as an explanation in a deductive way by providing 
meaningless activities. The teacher does not encourage students to use English with proper communication skills 
in the class. As a result, the students have an inadequacy to use communication skills since they tend to train 
themselves to create the correct sentences with the right grammar rule without knowing the message conveyed 
(Lin, 2011). Thus, the purposes of this study are to explore the students’ mistakes when negotiating meaning and 




A case study was employed in this present study. By recording and interviewing 33 students, the writer 
explored the students’ awareness of mistakes in the negotiation of meaning. The information gap activity was 
implemented in the class to stimulate the students in producing the negotiation of meaning. The interaction of 
students was recorded, transcribed, analyze their mistakes based on three language components such as structure, 
pronunciation, and vocabulary. The mistake’s criteria made by the students were divided into five levels: 0%-20% 
indicates a very low level; 21%-40% indicates a low level; 41%-60% indicates average level; 61%-80% indicates 
high level; 81%-100% indicates very high level. 
Semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions were used to interview students. The students were 
allowed to express their opinions on their terms. The interview process was based on the students’ utterances and 
their comprehensible input during the negotiation of meaning. Besides, the students’ awareness was observed and 
categorized into two terms, i.e., willingness to correct and unwillingness to correct. The writer valued the students’ 
comprehensible input based on the wrong utterance that could be corrected by the students during their talk. 
 
  
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The present study aimed at exploring and analyzing the students’ mistakes when negotiating meaning in 
the language learning process. The findings of this study were displayed into two sub-sections. First, the sub-
section was about the students’ mistakes in the three language aspects, including grammar, pronunciation, and 
vocabulary. Based on the findings, most students were indicated making mistakes during the language learning 
process, especially in the language aspects – structure, pronunciation, and vocabulary. The detail was displayed in 
table 1, as follows: 
Table 1. Students’ Mistake in the Language Aspects 
Group 
Language Aspects 
Structure Pronunciation Vocabulary 
1 2 1 0 
2 1 0 0 
3 1 1 0 
4 3 1 0 
5 1 1 0 
6 7 1 1 
7 8 0 3 
8 2 2 0 
9 5 0 0 
10 1 0 0 
11 5 0 0 
12 0 1 0 
13 2 0 1 
14 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 
16 2 1 0 
Frequency 40 9 5 
% 74% 17% 9% 
 
Table 1 showed that the language aspect of the structure was the highest frequency of students’ mistakes 
with a total of 40 points or 74%. The language aspect of pronunciation was in second place with a total of mistakes 
17% (9 points). The lowest frequent mistake was vocabulary with a total of 5 points (9%). 
In the structure, the students made a lot of mistakes in using to be by omitting to be when there was no verb 
in the sentence. It was called the nominal sentence (non-verbal), for example: How you opinion? What the film? 
How the price of the film?, etc. Another extract showed the students’ mistake in structure, as follows: 
B “There is 4 movies show on this day.” 
A “What are those?” 
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This incorrect utterance showed that the student was confused in using is and are in the plural sentence. 
The hearer was not aware of correcting the mistake during the interaction. There was no correction and he 
continued the conversation without paying attention to that mistake. From the interview in this group, it can be 
concluded that the hearer had the ability in giving an input to the speaker but he did not focus on the utterance so 
the speaker did not get any comprehensible input. 
The students also made mistakes because their first language influenced the pronunciation of the target 
language. Some students had difficulty with English sounds because they were deeply influenced by similar 
Indonesian sounds. It could be seen from the examples; Aktually, it’s my first time, I don’t like the oktor, It’s a 
good idea, etc. Besides, in the language aspect of vocabulary, the students lacked vocabulary mastery, so they had 
a limited capacity to understand in other skills of English and could not communicate with others clearly in the 
English language. To avoid misunderstanding, they sometimes changed the word into Indonesian, for instance, I 
really want because I’m penasaran. 
The second sub-section was about students’ awareness. According to the data, the students’ awareness in 
responding to the mistakes during the negotiation of meaning was low. The result was displayed in table 2: 
Table 2. Students’ Awareness 
Group Mistake 
Awareness 




1 3 1 0 2 
2 1 0 0 1 
3 2 0 0 2 
4 4 0 0 4 
5 2 0 1 2 
6 9 1 0 8 
7 11 4 3 4 
8 4 0 1 3 
9 5 0 1 4 
10 1 0 0 1 
11 5 0 0 5 
12 1 1 0 0 
13 3 0 1 2 
14 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 
16 3 0 2 1 
Frequency 54 7 9 38 
% 100% 30% 70% 
 
Table 2 showed that the total mistake was 54 points. The students were aware of 16 incorrect utterances 
(30%). It was divided into two categories; willingness to correct and unwillingness to correct. There were 7 
incorrect utterances that willing to be corrected by the students while 9 utterances were not corrected even the 
students knew the incorrect utterances occurred during the interaction. The rest, 38 utterances (70%) were not 
corrected because the students were not aware their interlocutor made mistakes during the interaction. After doing 
an interview, the researcher found that some students noticed the incorrect utterances but they were reluctant to 
correct them in the dialogue since they still got the meaning of the message. 
To see the extent of student’s awareness in a mistake during negotiation of meaning and their 
comprehensible input, it would be elaborated in the following extracts: 
A “Have you planning for tonight?” 
B “Hm... I think I don’t have a plan.” 
 .................... 
A “No no no. I don’t like the action and I don’t like the oktor.” 
B “Do you mean the actor?” 
 
From the extracts above, The ungrammatical utterance made by student A in this group was not be corrected 
by student B. The hearer responded the question correctly but she did not realize that the speaker’s utterance was 
wrong. Based on the interview, student B could not correct the sentence because she also did not know the correct 
one. This utterance was corrected by the interlocutor. Students B got the meaning even though students A said in 
the wrong pronunciation. Based on the interview, the speaker knew how to say actor. She said oktor spontaneously 
because she was influenced by Indonesian sounds “aktor”. 
Based on the findings, there were two propositions: (1) the students made mistakes in structure/grammar, 
pronunciation, and vocabulary; and (2) students’ awareness of their mistakes was low during the negotiation of 
meaning. It was found that most students participate and engaged actively during the language learning process. 
They created a pair of dialogues following the instruction from the teacher. They did group work tasks in which 
they work together with their partners, share their ideas, learn from each other, fell more secure and less anxious, 
and enjoy using English to communicate (Jones, 2007). The implication of why students were not aware of the 
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mistake is because the spoke spontaneously. The learners did not realize the mistake since they still got the message 
of the utterances. They were not aware of the language components of the sentence, such as grammar, 
pronunciation, and vocabulary. It also was difficult for many students to respond when they were asked to say 
something in a foreign language because they might have little ideas about what to say, which vocabulary to use, 
or how to use the grammar correctly (Baker & Westrup cited in Tuan & Mai, 2015). 
A grammar form might be difficult to learn if (a) it contained non-essential communicative meaning, (b) 
its use was optional, and/or (c) its form meaning relationship was obscure. Learners learned a grammar form that 
fits any of these criteria may experience problems of form-meaning mapping. To illustrate, learning the English 
verb inflection particularly difficult for L2 learners whose L1s did not have an equivalent form. The students might 
have different proficiency levels. By language awareness, students could collaborate and helped each other to 
understand grammar. Language awareness aimed at helping learners to discover the use of language to acquire 
readiness for it, and to know about language instead of enabling them to perform a structure correctly (Tomlinson, 
in Restrepo, 2006). 
Furthermore, the incorrect pronunciation was often caused by the lack of sound similarity between English 
and the students’ native language. The learner’s first language influenced the pronunciation of the target language 
and it was a significant factor in accounting for foreign accents. Samigan (2015) stated that Indonesian speakers 
of English had problems resulting from L1 (first language) interference. Some students in this research tend to 
have difficulty with English sounds because they are deeply influenced by similar Indonesian sounds. several 
factors needed to be considered to be potential obstacles for a foreign language learner through the acquisition of 
correct pronunciation. Those factors could be age factor, phonetic ability, lack of practice, motivation, personality 
or attitude, and mother tongue. (Riswanto & Haryanto, 2012). On the other hand, Learning pronunciation was 
difficult because, by the time the learners are introduced to the second language sound system, they had a fossilized 
sound system of their mother tongue, which hinders the acquisition of the L2 sound system. They were still difficult 
to differentiate between pronouncing vowels and consonants. It was caused by pronouncing vowels and consonants 
between Indonesian and English which were different, so sometimes it made them confused to pronounce vowels 
and consonants in English. 
The more people master vocabulary the more they can speak, write, read, and listen as they want. Wilkins 
in Al-Khasawneh (2012) stated that without grammar very little could be conveyed, without vocabulary nothing 
could be conveyed. It meant that even someone had good grammar but it would be useless if they did not know 
many vocabularies. Besides, it was supported by Ur in Rohmatillah (2014) that vocabulary was one of the 
important things to be taught in learning a foreign language because it would be impossible to speak up without a 
variety of words. 
Moreover, the students hopefully developed their awareness to get involved actively in the process of 
teaching and learning. They hopefully might notice the types and amount of differences between the languages 
they used and the language an interlocutor used, and notice their gap between their intended content of the speech 
and their ability in expressing it, due to their lack of language knowledge. So, the interaction could also draw 
learners’ attention to something new, such as a new vocabulary, grammatical item, or pronunciation. Before doing 
the task, the researcher instructed the student to help their friend who faced the problem by giving correction. 
Kawaguchi (2012) claimed that the purpose of providing such corrective instruction was to draw L2 learners’ 
attention to their non-target like production and assist their L2 learning. From the result, it could be concluded that 
many students in this research ignored the researcher's instruction to be aware of the mistake. In this study, 
students’ awareness of mistakes that willing to be corrected during the negotiation of meaning was low. The 
research findings showed that most of the students in this research did not pay attention to his/her friend's mistake 
during the interaction. The majority of participants failed to notice half or more of the target language formulas in 
the interaction. These findings seem largely in keeping with the claim from Guz (2014) that learners had an 
underdeveloped and ill-conceived sense of collocation and were unaware of the strong lexical bonds that exist 




It can be concluded that all of the students actively involved the activity. During the interaction, they made 
many mistakes in language components, such as grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary. Based on the 
observation from the task that had been done by the researcher, grammar became the highest frequency mistake 
with 74%. The second place was pronunciation with 17%. The last was vocabulary with 9%. The students 
hopefully developed their awareness to participate actively in the process of learning. However, the result of this 
research showed that students’ awareness of mistakes that willing to correct in this research was low. Most of them 
did not pay attention to the mistakes. Students were aware of 16 incorrect utterances (30%). It was divided into 
two sides; willingness and unwillingness to correct. There were 7 incorrect utterances that willing to be corrected 
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by the students while 9 utterances were not corrected even the students knew the incorrect utterances occurred 
during the dialogue. The rest, 38 incorrect utterances (70%) were not corrected during the interaction because the 
learners were not aware of the mistakes made by their interlocutor. Then, from the utterances that corrected, only 
4 utterances became an input for the students. It happened because of some reasons, such as the learners focused 
more on conveying meaning, and they were in the same language proficiency level. The condition of the class also 
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